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The Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991 (ISTEA) required the Secretary of
Transportation to institute measures to enhance the crashworthy performance of roadside features
to accommeodate vans, mini-vans, pickup trucks, and 4-wheel drive vehicles. In recognition of
this requirement, the 1993 National Cooperative Highway Research Program (NCHRP) Report
350, Recommended Procedures for the Safety Performance Evaluation of Highway Features

( NCHRP Report 350), contains guidance for testing highway features with pickup trucks to
assess the safety performance of those features. The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA)
believes the pickup truck is an acceptable surrogate for the other vehicles cited in the ISTEA.
Through a formal rulemaking process that culminated in a final rule in a notice in Volume 38,
No. 135, of the Federal Register, dated July 16, 1993, the FHWA added Report 350 at

paragraph 625.5(a)(13) of Title 23, Code of Federal Regulations (23 CFR). Since that time the
“Guides and references” section of 23 CFR, Part 625, under which the NCHRP Report 350 was
cited, has been removed. The NCHRP Report 350 is now cited in Section 16, Paragraph (a)(12)
of the Non-Regulatory Supplement to the Federal-aid Policy Guide, Subchapter G,

Part 625 (NS 23CFR 625). To further promulgate application of the guidelines in the NCHRP
Report 350 a memerandum from the Office of Engineering, “Information: Procedures for
Determining Acceptability of Highway Features,” dated November 12, 1993, was sent to
Regional Federal Highway Administrators and the Federal Lands Highway Program
Administrator.

The effect of both the Federal Register notice and the November 1993 memorandum was a
strong indication that, after five years from the effective date of the final rule in the notice, the
FHWA would require all new installations of highway features on the National Highway System
(NHS) that are covered in the NCHRP Report 350 to have been tested and found acceptable
according to the guidelines in that report. Thus, the resulting nominal deadline for full
compliance with the recommended guidelines in the NCHRP Report 350 was set at August 16,
1998. However, also in the Federal Register notice was a statement that ... the FHW A wants to
assure all that during the scheduled transition period it will continually reassess its position.”
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In the spirit of that promise, an outline of the FHWA’s current position follows:

Except as modified below, all new or replacement safety features on the NHS covered by
the guidelines in the NCHRP Report 350 that are included in projects advertised for bids or
are included in work done by force-account or by State forces on or after October 1, 1998,
are to have been tested and evaluated and found acceptable in accordance with the
guidelines in the NCHRP Report 350. (The slight change from the previously implied
deadline was made to take advantage of any benefit there might be in having the date
coincide with the beginning of the Federa! fiscal year. Citing the advertising date rather
than the installation dated was done to minimize project timing problems that might lead to
requiring the issuance of change orders to be in strict compliance with the cited deadline.)
Note that breakaway support hardware previously found acceptable under the breakaway
requirements of either the 1985 or 1994 editions of the AASHTO Standard Specifications
for Structural Supports for Highway Signs, Luminaires and Traffic Signals are acceptable
under the NCHRP Report 350 guidelines. ‘

Exceptions:

1. For some types of breakaway supports the FHWA will accept pendulum testing and the
use of the test results to calculate an estimate of high-speed breakaway performance.
The FHWA will place limits on the maximum masses and heights of acceptable
breakaway luminaire supports. For additional discussion and guidance on these items
see the attached “Background and Guidance on Requesting Federal Highway
Administration Acceptance of Highway Safety Features” (Submission Guidelines).

2. The testing and acceptance procedures for truck-mounted attenuators and certain work-
zone devices are modified in the guidance given in the Submission Guidelines.

3. Bridge railings tested and found acceptable under other guidelines may be acceptable for
use on the NHS. See the Submission Guidelines (attached) and Mr. Horne’s May 30,
1997, memorandum, “Action; Crash Testing of Bridge Railings,” for additional
guidance.

4. For reasons cited in the attached Submission Guidelines, for work zone crash cushions,
freestanding concrete work zone traffic barriers, and portable, usually trailer-mounted,
work zone devices, such as lighting supports, flashing arrow panels, temporary traffic
signals, and changeable message signs, the deadline for compliance with the guidelines
in the NCHRP Report 350 is October 1, 2002.

5. For specific small, lightweight channelizing and delineating devices the Submission
Guidelines provide for seif certification by the developer on the basis of documented
field experience or comparison with like acceptable devices.

6. Traffic signal supports and utility poles are exempt from the crashworthiness
requirements being addressed here. Actually, breakaway utility poles are expressly -



covered in the NCHRP Report 350 and guidelines for testing breakaway sign and
luminaire supports could reasonably be applied to traffic signal supports. Nevertheless,
because of the structural requirements for utility poles and most traffic signal supports,
the technical problems with making them breakaway, and the assumed net benefit to the
public from allowing them, unshielded, within the clear zone, a requirement that they be
made breakaway, historically, has not been imposed on them. On the other hand, they
constitute real risks for motorists and all practicable measures should be taken through
their location or a reduction in their numbers to reduce their risk to motonsts.

In addition, because of their low structural requirements, consideration should be given
to making post-top-mounted traffic signal supports breakaway.

e The FHWA does not intend that this requirement (that new highway safety features installed
on the NHS be proven crashworthy in accordance with the guidelines in the NCHRP Report
350) result in the replacement or upgrading of any existing installed features beyond what
would normally occur with planned highway improvements. On the other hand, a State
should have a rational, documented policy for determining when an existing non-standard
feature should be upgraded.

e To aid the States and the FHWA in the evaluation of the in-service performance of the work
zone and roadside features and the formulation of rational policies on the deployment and
upgrading of these features, it would be highly desirable if there were inventory and accident
data bases of sufficient detail, accuracy, and precision that one could use them to evaluate
the field performance of specific highway feature designs. Existing or emerging videolog,
GPS, GIS, data warehousing, and other technologies make this a reasonable goal. Itis
believed that significant steps have already been taken by some States that could lead to
attainment of this goal. It is recommended that regional and division personnel working in
the planning and safety areas work with their State counterparts to see what can be done to
accelerate the improvement and application of these technologies and the dissemination of
information on their application toward attainment of the goal.

Finally, a few words on the attached Submission Guidelines, they replace a similar document
that was attached to the previously cited November 1993 memorandum. While the new
document contains updated information and has been expanded to address more features, the
principal reason for this new version is to better describe what must be submitted by those
wishing to take advantage of the Headquarters service of passing judgement on the
crashworthiness of a highway feature. These guidelines should be consulted early in the
development of a qualification program for a highway safety feature. If it is likely that
development tests will be used to document crashworthiness of a feature, the guidelines should
be considered in setting up and conducting the development testing program for a new or revised
feature.




An extra copy of this memorandum is being fumished to each Division Administrator for
submission to their associated State highway agency.
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